The Applicants have amended Claim 29 to recite that the non-woven fabric is 
substantially free of bundles of ultra-fine fibers. Support may be found in the Applicants' 
Speaiitatiuu s_.ch as on |\n e 22. fine-- 1 5 md >> ni wn - , at ' ^ v , me <_e • it between 
the bundles of ultra-fine fibers is little observed.' * Irs other words, there are virtually no bundles 
of ultra-fine libers and that the final non-woven fabric is substantially free of such bundles of 
ultra- fine fibers. 

Claim 39 has also been amended to recite that the artificial leather sheet comprises a non- 
woven fabric which is substantially free of bundles of ultra-fine fibers. Finally, Claim 40 has 
>ee tended to recite officia ! heet whk f Is m-\ m rit 

which sst stantialh a h idles fuiti e s ^ Entry of the < ian es to Claims 39 and 
40 into the official file and consideration on the merits is also respectfully requested. 

Claim 39 stands rejected under 35 USC §102 as being anticipated by Kato. Similarly, 
Claims 29-38 and 40-48 stand rejected under 35 (JSC §102 as being anticipated by IX&to or 
alternatively rejected under 35 USC §103 as being obvious over Kaio. Finally, Claims 47-48 
are rejected miner 35 USC §103 as being obvious over a combination of Ka.tayar.ua with Kato. : 
The Applicants respectfully submit that Kato is inapplicable to Claims 29-48 alone and 
ioappl , 'b'c d( iii is <>} - u j 5 v tt t > k> i \ s\ 

Turning first to Claim 39, it recites an artificial leather sheet comprising a non-woven 
fabric and the fabric does not contain an elastomer and is substantially free of bundles of ultra- 
fine fibers, wherein the t i i i leather sheet contains ^ i fibers at least •> ^ < s _ < J of 
which are entangled with each other. This is sharply contrasted to Kato which explicitly and 
repeatedly refers to an ultra-fine fiber entangled sheet substantially containing bundles of ultra- 
fine fibers. This is concretely and very plainly shown in FIG. I wherein the portion labeled 8 
em iniut ' if i i lit i'« n fivkd 1 t t diK 

fine fibers. The Specification at the bottom of column 3 referring to FIG, 1 concisely 
summarizes this by stating; 

In FIG. 1, A denotes the portion in which uUrafine fiber bundles 

ed with one >thc lenotes the pc 

i * a 1 v s bcr* < fin h n les < i le je - b i eh from the 
r » N v ^ u.ttc Td with ore be 



This fundamental aspect of Kato is more generally- stated at the top -of column 3 which states: 

The entangled non-woven fabric in accordance with the present 
invention has a fiber structure including a portion (A) in which the 
ultra-fine fibers are three-dir isioi > entangled .> \ me 
i.'ficr r he r onr w 4 'iiv !,n! i , h> state of 

arrangement described above and a portion (8) in which ultrafine 
fibers to fme bundles of ultrafine fibers branched from the ultrafine 
fiber bundles of portion (A.)... 

Then column 3 at lines 43-56 proceeds to describe the advantages of having thai A and B portion 
structure. 

Referring back to Claim 39, however, it can- be seen that ( » v } » 

the non-woven fabric is substantially tree of bundles of ultra-fine fibers. In other words, the 
Applicants deliberately exclude such fiber bundles. As a consequence, the Applicants 
respectfully submit that Kato tails to explicitly or implicitly disclose all aspects of Claim 39. hi 
tact. Kato J>vl ^- . < ■> • k opposite of what Cla r 3 eludes with espect o the fact 
that the non-woven fabric is substantially free of such bundles of ultra-fine fibers. Withdrawal 
of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

Taming to Claims 29-38 and 40-48, the Applicants respectfully submit that Kato is 
inapplicable under §102 for the same reasons set forth above with respect to Claim 39. 
However, those claims are also rejected under §103. The Applicants respectfully submit 

loweves that Kato is napplk let er §103 as well be s ato es n > < hes in the 
opposite direction. As noted above in the discussion with respect to Claim 39, Kato discloses 

fun n n. i i i ^ v < h t. i s n s o-i 1 ! me Toe 

; nd mjtion of entangled bundles of ifiu fnit xu his provides , in . c c <:< < 1 sth s, 
such, as flexibility, subtleness and the like, but also does not have fraying, pilling and does not 
peel Thus, those skilled in the art will glean from Kato that the presence of a substantial 
ii f boud'es or i i v n s v v tin I >nc One 

skilled in the art would therefore not be motivated to produce a non-woven fabric that is 
substantially tree of bundles in view of those teachings. Moreover, one skilled in the art would 
no I tve reuse able expef tion ( ucces { f w ing the bundles of 

ultra-fine fibers would be a successful endeavor. The Applicants respectfully submit that (he fact 
that the bundles of ultra-fine fibers in Kato are taught as being an essential component would 
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cause one skilled in the art to have a reasonable expectation of failure in removing the bundles of 
ultra-fine fibers. Thus, the Applicants respectfully submit, that Kato is inapplicable to Claims 29- 
30 and 40-48 under §103. 

ruming to Claims 47-48, the Applicants respectfulls submit that Katayama tans to 
provide addit n i i i the deficiencies sc \ ah ! 

respect to Kato. Specifically, the rejection frankly acknowledges that Kato does not disclose the 
presence of small particles. Thus, the rejection turns to Katayama. to cure this deficiency. The 
Applicants respectfully submit however, that even if one skilled in the art were to take the small 
particles in Katayama and introduce them into the Kato non-woven fabric, die result of that 
combination would still result in a non-woven fabric that contains a substantial number of 
bundles of ultra-fine fibers. However, as noted above, that Is not what the Applicants claim in 
( lanes 4" 48 Whhdrt i s it f < r > i ! quest ec 

In light of the foregoing, the App v a u c b ,«:hti n be ert tpphc ton is 
now in condition for allowance, which is respectfeliy requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 



T. Daniel ti'hristenbury 
Reg. 31,750 
Attorney for Applicants 
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